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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless — 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention thereof 
by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another 
who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of 
section 371© of this title before the invention thereof by the applicant 
for patent . 



2. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Pavlovic et al (U.S. 5,715,379). 

As to claim 1, Pavlovic et al discloses a print engine for a 
printer (see figure 1) comprising: (a) a first process that 
receives a document to be printed on a printer (receiving 
document to be printed in spool 106); (b) a second process (110 
and see column 4, lines 36-43) that examines the document to 
select which of a plurality of third processes (110a, 110b, 110c 
or llOd) is suitable to parse the printer description language of 
the document; (c) a first one of the plurality of third processes 
(110a) parsing the document using a first PDL (i.e., PostScript) 
in response to the selection of the second process (110 and see 
column 4, lines 36-43); (d) a second one of the plurality of 
third processes (110b) parsing the document using a second PDL 
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(i.e., PCL) in response to the selection of the second process 
(110 and see column 4, lines 36-43); and (e) the second process 
(110 and see column 4, lines 36-43) not terminating prior to the 
selected third process initiating the parsing of the document. 

As to claim 2, Pavlovic et al discloses wherein the second 
process (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43) continues to examine 
the document for synchronization data while the third process 
parses the document. 

As to claim 3, Pavlovic et al discloses wherein the second 
process (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43) is a PDL 
determination process and the first process (receiving data in 
spool 106) is a data receiver process. 

As to claim 4, Pavlovic et al discloses wherein the third 
processes (110a, 110b, 110c and llOd) are PDL parsing processes 
for different PDL (i.e., PostScript, PCL, TIFF and ASCII). 

As to claim 5, Pavlovic et al discloses a master control 
process (108) that receives and responds to internal and external 
data sensor input. 

As to claim 6, Pavlovic et al discloses wherein the first 
PDL is selected from the group of HP-PCL and PostScript (see 
figure 2) . 
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As to claim 7, Pavlovic et al discloses (a) the first 
process receives a plurality of documents (in spool 106) ; and (b) 
the second process (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43) examines 
each of the plurality of documents to select which of the 
plurality of third processes (HOa-llOd) are suitable to parse 
the PDL of each of the respective documents. 

As to claim 8, Pavlovic et al discloses (a) the second 
process (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43) examines the 
plurality of documents for synchronization data; and (b) the 
second process (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43) examining the 
document for the synchronization data simultaneously with the 
selected third process (HOa-llOd) parsing the document. 

As to claim 9, Pavlovic et al discloses (a) the selected 
third process detecting an error within one of the documents; and 
(b) the second process initializing a different one of the 
selected third processes in response to the selected third 
process detecting an error within the document (see column 10, 
lines 3-14) . 

As to claim 10, Pavlovic et al discloses a method of 
printing documents comprising the steps of: (a) receiving a 
document to be printed on a printer (in spool 106) ; (b) examining 
the document (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43) to select one of 
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a plurality of parsers (HOa-llOd) suitable to parse the PDL of 
the document; (c) in response to step (b) processing the document 
by selecting at least one of a first PDL (110a) and a second PDL 
(110b) and parsing the document using the at least one of the 
first and the second printer description languages; and (d) the 
examining of step (b) continuing to examine the document for 
synchronization data while the parsing of step (c) . 

As to claim 11, Pavlovic et al discloses wherein the 
receiving of step (a) is a data receiver process (receiving data 
in spool 106) . 

As to claim 12, Pavlovic et al discloses wherein the 
examining of the document of step (b) is a PDL determination 
process (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43). 

As to claim 13, Pavlovic et al discloses wherein the 
processing of step c) are PDL parsing (HOa-llOd) processes for 
different PDL's. 

As to claim 14, Pavlovic et al discloses providing a master 
control process (108) that receives and responds to internal and 
external data sensor input. 

As to claim 15, Pavlovic et al discloses wherein the first 
PDL (110a or 110b) is selected from the group of HP-PCL and 
PostScript (see figure 2). 




• 
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As to claim 16, Pavlovic et al discloses (a) receiving a 
plurality of documents (in spool 106); and (b) examining (110 and 
see column 4, lines 36-43) each of the plurality of documents to 
select which PDL (HOa-llOd) is suitable to parse the PDL of each 
of the respective documents (see figures 1-2). 

As to claim 17, Pavlovic et al discloses (a) examining (110 
and see column 4, lines 36-43) the plurality of documents for 
synchronization data; and (b) examining the documents (110 and 
see column 4, lines 36-43) for the synchronization data while the 
processing the document by the selecting the at least one of the 
first PDL (110a) and the second PDL (110b) . 

As to claim 18, Pavlovic et al discloses (a) detecting an 
error within one of the documents; and (b) initializing a 
different one of the selected the at least one of the first PDL 
and the second PDL (see column 10, lines 3-14) . 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless — 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in 
this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more 
than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States . 



4. Claims 1-8 and 10-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Steeves et al (U.S. 5,075,874). 

As to claim 1, Steeves et al discloses a print engine for a 
printer (see figure 1) comprising: (a) a first process that 
receives a document to be printed on a printer (receiving 
document to be printed in buffers 23-26); (b) a second process 
(100) that examines the document to select which of a plurality 
of third processes (104, 106, 108, 110, 112 and 126) is suitable 
to parse the printer description language of the document; (c) a 
first one of .the plurality of third processes (126) parsing the 
document using a first PDL (i.e., PostScript) in response to the 
selection of the second process (100); (d) a second one of the 
plurality of third processes (104) parsing the document using a 
second PDL (i.e., PCL) in response to the selection of the second 
process (100); and (e) the second process (100) not terminating 
prior to the selected third process (104, 106, 108, 110, 112 or 
126) initiating the parsing of the document. 

As to claim 2, Steeves et al discloses wherein the second 
process (100) continues to examine the document for 
synchronization data while the third process parses the document. 
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As to claim 3, Steeves et al discloses wherein the second 
process (100) is a PDL determination process and the first 
process (receiving data in buffers 23-26) is a data receiver 
process . 

As to claim 4, Steeves et al discloses wherein the third 
processes (104, 106, 108, 110, 112 or 126) are PDL parsing 
processes for different PDL (i.e., PostScript, DIABLO, EPSON and 
PCL) . 

As to claim 5, Steeves et al discloses a master control 
process (64,66) that receives and responds to internal and 
external data sensor input. 

As to claim 6, Steeves et al discloses wherein the first PDL 
is selected from the group of HP-PCL and PostScript (see figure 
3) . 

As to claim 7, Steeves et al discloses (a) the first process 
receives a plurality of documents (in buffers 23-26) ; and (b) the 
second process (100) examines each of the plurality of documents 
to select which of the plurality of third processes (104, 106, 
108, 110, 112 or 126) are suitable to parse the PDL of each of 
the respective documents. 

As to claim 8, Steeves et al discloses (a) the second 
process (100) examines the plurality of documents for 
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synchronization data; and (b) the second process (100) examining 
the document for the synchronization data simultaneously with the 
selected third process (104, 106, 108, 110, 112 or 126) parsing 
the document. 

As to claim 10, Steeves et al discloses a method of printing 
documents comprising the steps of: (a) receiving a document to be 
printed on a printer (in buffers 23-26) ; (b) examining the 
document (100) to select one of a plurality of parsers (104, 106, 
108, 110, 112 or 126) suitable to parse the PDL of the document; 
(c) in response to step (b) processing the document by selecting 
at least one of a first PDL (126) and a second PDL (104) and 
parsing the document using the at least one of the first and the 
second printer description languages; and (d) the examining of 
step (b) continuing to examine the document for synchronization 
data while the parsing of step (c) . 

As to claim 11, Steeves et al discloses wherein the 
receiving of step (a) is a data receiver process (receiving data 
in buffers 23-26) . 

As to claim 12, Steeves et al discloses wherein the 
examining of the document of step (b) is a PDL determination 
process ( 100 ) . 
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As to claim 13, Steeves et al discloses wherein the 
processing of step c) are PDL parsing (104, 106, 108, 110, 112 or 
126) processes for different PDI/s. 

As to claim 14, Steeves et al discloses providing a master 
control process (64,66) that receives and responds to internal 
and external data sensor input. 

As to claim 15, Steeves et al discloses wherein the first 
PDL (126 or 104) is selected from the group of HP-PCL and 
PostScript (see figure 3) . 

As to claim 16, Steeves et al discloses (a) receiving a 
plurality of documents (in buffers 23-26) ; and (b) examining 
(100) each of the plurality of documents to select which PDL 
(104, 106, 108, 110, 112 or 126) is suitable to parse the PDL of 
each of the respective documents (see figures 1 and 3) . 

As to claim 17, Steeves et al discloses (a) examining (100) 
the plurality of documents for synchronization data; and (b) 
examining the documents (100) for the synchronization data while 
the processing the document by the selecting the at least one of 
the first PDL (126) and the second PDL (104). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office 
action : 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 9 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pavlovic et al (U.S. 5,715,379) or Steeves et 
al (U.S. 5,075,874) in view of Niihara et al (U.S. 5,854,940). 

As to claims 9 and 18, Pavlovic et al or Steeves et al do 
not teach (a) the selected third process detecting an error 
within one of the documents; and (b) the second process 
initializing a different one of the selected third processes in 
response to the selected third process detecting an error within 
the document. Niihara et al teaches a printing system with a 
language determining device, wherein, the selected language 
interpreter detecting an error within one of the documents, the 
language determination initializing a different one of the 
languages interpreters to be selected in response to the selected 
interpreter detecting an error within the document. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at 
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the time the invention was made to have modified Pavlovic et al 
or Steeves et al wherein: (a) the selected third process 
detecting an error within one of the documents; and (b) the 
second process initializing a different one of the selected third 
processes in response to the selected third process detecting an 
error within the document. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
to have modified Pavlovic et al or Steeves et al by the teaching 
of Niihara et al because of the following reason (s) : (1) so that 
when the selected interpreter detects an error within one of the 
documents, a PDL determination process selects a different PDL 
interpreter in order to process the data;' (2) when the selected 
interpreter detects an error within one of the documents, a 
language determination is made in order to determine in what 
language the next document is in, so that the next document can 
be processed by the correct interpreter. 



Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 5/19/2000 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 
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A) With respect to the argument that '"contrary to the office 
action there is no explicit or implied indication that the second 
process (the controller) does not terminate "prior to the 
selected third process (the selected decomposer) parsing the 
document." Therefore, the applicant submits that Pavlovic et al 
disclose a prior art print engine and does not anticipate the 
print engine of claim 1.", the argument has been considered, but 
is not found to be persuasive because of the following reasons 
and remarks: 

Pavlovic et al teaches a print engine for a printer (see 
figure 1) . The print engine for a printer includes a first 
process that receives a document to be printed on a printer 
(receiving document to be printed in spool 106) . Pavlovic et al 
further teaches a second process (110 and see column 4, lines 36- 
43) that examines the document to select which of a plurality of 
third processes (110a, 110b, 110c or llOd) is suitable to parse 
the printer description language of the document. In addition, 
Pavlovic et al discloses and teaches a first one of the plurality 
of third processes (110a) parsing the document using a first PDL 
(i.e., PostScript) in response to the selection of the second 
process (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43) and a second one of 
the plurality of third processes (110b) parsing the document 



# 
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using a second PDL (i.e., PCL) in response to the selection of 
the second process (110 and see column 4, lines 36-43). Pavlovic 
et al also teaches and discloses that the second process (110 and 
see column 4, lines 36-43) not terminating prior to the selected 
third process initiating the parsing of the document. 

B) With respect to the argument that "Likewise with respect to 
claim 10, the applicant submits that there is no indication in 
Pavlovic et al that a step of document examination for 
synchronization data continues while the document is being parsed 
by a printer description language." , the argument has been 
considered, but is not found to be persuasive because of the 
following reasons and remarks: 

Pavlovic et al discloses receiving a document to be printed 
on a printer (in spool 106), examining the document (110 and see 
column 4, lines 36-43) to select one of a plurality of parsers 
(HOa-llOd) suitable to parse the PDL of the document, processing 
the document by selecting at least one of a first PDL (110a) and 
a second PDL (110b) and parsing the document using the at least 
one of the first and the second printer description languages, 



# 
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and continuing to examine the document for synchronization data - 
while the document is being parsed. 

C) With respect to the argument that "There is no explicit or 
implied indication that the process manager 100 continues to 
examine the data in the buffer after it has identified the 
document' s PDL and notified the appropriate emulation module. The 
applicant submits that Steeves et al do not anticipate the 
present invention as claimed in claim 1 and, by extension, 
dependent claims 2-8.", the argument has been considered, but is 
not found to be persuasive because of the following reasons and 
remarks : 

Steeves et al discloses a print engine for a printer (see 
figure 1) including (a) a first process that receives a document 
to be printed on a printer (receiving document to be printed in 
buffers 23-26); (b) a second process (100) that examines the 
document to select which of a plurality of third processes (104, 
106, 108, 110, 112 and 126) is suitable to parse the printer 
description language of the document; (c) a first one of the 
plurality of third processes (126) parsing the document using a 
first PDL (i.e., PostScript) in response to the selection of the 
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second process (100) ; (d) a second one of the plurality of third 
processes (104) parsing the document using a second PDL (i.e., 
PCL) in response to the selection of the second process (100) ; 
and (e) the second process (100) not terminating prior to the 
selected third process (104, 106, 108, 110, 112 or 126) 
initiating the parsing of the document. 

D) With respect to the argument that "Steeves et al do not 
anticipate claim 10 because there is no indication that Steeves 
et al include a step wherein the examination process of step (b) 
is applied to search for synchronization data while the document 
is being parsed. ", the argument has been considered, but is not 
found to be persuasive because of the following reasons and 



Steeves et al discloses (a) receiving a document to be 
printed on a printer (in buffers 23-26); (b) examining the 
document (100) to select one of a plurality of parsers (104, 106, 
108, 110, 112 or 126) suitable to parse the PDL of the document; 
(c) in response to step (b) processing the document by selecting 
at least one of a first PDL (126) and a second PDL (104) and 
parsing the document using the at least one of the first and the 



remarks : 
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second printer description languages; and (d) the examining of 
step (b) continuing to examine the document for synchronization 
data while the parsing of step (c) . 

E) With respect to the argument that "Pavlovic et al and 
Steeves et al do not teach the continuation of the PDL 
identification process during the parsing process. This 
deficiency is not cured by the teaching of Niihara et al and 
therefore, the combination of Niihara et al and either Pavlovic 
et al or Steeves et al do render dependent claims 9 and 18 
obvious.", the argument has been considered, but is not found to 
be persuasive because of the following reasons and remarks: 

Pavlovic et al or Steeves et al do teach the continuation of 
the PDL identification process during the parsing process. 

Niihara et al is used to teach a printing system with a 
language determining device, wherein, the selected language 
interpreter detecting an error within one of the documents, the 
language determination initializing a different one of the 
languages interpreters to be selected in response to the selected 
interpreter detecting an error within the document. 
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Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL . Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of 
the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is 
not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire 
on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of 
this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Dov 
Popovici whose telephone number is (703) 305-3830. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of 
this application should be directed to the Group receptionist 
whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 
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Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, DC 20231 

or faxed to: 



(703) 308-9051 (for formal communications intended for entry) 

(703) 308-5397 (for informal or draft communications, such as 
proposed amendments to be discussed at an interview; please 
label such communications "PROPOSED" or "DRAFT" ) 



or hand-carried to: 



Crystal Park Two 

2121 Crystal Drive 

Arlington. VA. 

Sixth Floor (Receptionist) 



Dov Popovici 
August 4, 2000 
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PRIMARY EXAMINER 
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Primary Examiner 
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